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Abstract

We introduce a new class of range restricted formal data privacy standards that condition on
owner’s beliefs about sensitive data ranges. By incorporating this additional information, we can
provide a stronger privacy guarantee (e.g., an amplification). The range-restricted formal privacy
standards protect only a subset (or ball) of data values and exclude ranges (or balls) believed to be
already publicly known. The privacy standards are designed for the risk-weighted pseudo posterior
mechanism (PPM) used to generate synthetic data under an asymptotic differential (aDP) privacy
guarantee. The PPM downweights the likelihood contribution for each record proportionally to
its disclosure risk. The PPM is adapted under inclusion of beliefs by adjusting the risk-weighted
pseudo likelihood. We introduce two alternative adjustments. The first expresses data owner’s
knowledge of the sensitive range as a probability, λ, that a datum value drawn from the underlying
generating distribution lies outside the ball or subspace of values that are sensitive. The portion
of each datum likelihood contribution deemed sensitive is then (1−λ) ≤ 1 and is the only portion
of the likelihood subject to risk down-weighting. The second adjustment encodes knowledge as the
difference in probability masses P (R) ≤ 1 between the edges of the sensitive range, R. We use the
resulting conditional pseudo likelihood for a sensitive record, which boosts its worst case tail values
away from 0. We compare privacy and utility properties for the PPM under the aDP and range
restricted privacy standards through a series of simulation studies and a real data application to
an accelerated life testing dataset.

1 Introduction

Differential privacy (DP) (Dwork et al. 2006) offers a mathematically verifiable privacy standard and
associated privacy guarantee that are used to regulate the influence of any datum in a class of databases
on an estimator of interest (under a randomized mechanism) as a means to regulate its privacy expo-
sure. Statistical models, called synthesizers (Rubin 1993, Little 1993, Drechsler 2011), can be used as
randomized mechanisms for generation of synthetic under a DP guarantee. The DP guarantee is based
on a worst case sensitivity of the synthesizer to inclusion of a datum over the space of all datasets of
a class and the model parameter space. Synthesizers equipped with a DP guarantee often induce a
high degree of distortion into data that can render the utility of the synthetic data to be of low quality
(Montoya Perez et al. 2024, Bowen & Snoke 2021).

Novel privacy standards have been developed, which are often extensions of DP, that maintain
the mathematical verification property of DP, but “relax” its worst case formulation of the guarantee.
Dwork et al. (2006) propose a 2−parameter, (ϵ, δ) relaxation of the DP standard where δ denotes the
probability that there exists a dataset where the ϵ guarantee will be exceeded. The 1−parameter DP
standard is recovered as δ ↓ 0. A more recent 2−parameter privacy standard that relaxes DP is the
(α, ϵ)−Rényi DP standard of Mironov et al. (2019) and Mironov (2017) based on the α > 1 Rényi
divergence which is monotonic in α (van Erven & Harremos 2014). DP is recovered as α ↑ ∞. Savitsky
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et al. (2022) develop a mathematically provable standard that is guaranteed for the observed dataset
and extends to the space of all datasets asymptotically. They label their guarantee as “asymptotic”
differential privacy (aDP). The aDP standard is based on the Bayesian posterior distribution used to
produce synthetic data equipped with an aDP guarantee.

Savitsky et al. (2022) develope a disclosure risk-weighted pseudo posterior mechanism that surgi-
cally distorts only portions of the closely-held data distribution that express disclosure risks to effi-
ciently preserve utility of the synthetic data. The pseudo posterior mechanism under aDP is reviewed
in Section 1.1.

What these relaxed privacy standards all have in common is that they trade-off the strength of the
privacy guarantee for improved utility.

A relatively recent approach to tune the trade-off between the strength of the privacy guarantee
and the resulting utility (of the synthetic data) incorporates information known about the data by a
putative intruder or the interested public to reduce the sensitive range of the data requiring privacy
protection. These approaches may be viewed as “amplifications” of the DP guarantees on which they
are based because they use known information to sharpen the guarantee to improve the trade-off
with utility. The Pufferfish privacy (PP) (Kifer & Machanavajjhala 2014, Song et al. 2017) admits a
collection of privacy standards based on a definition of secrets and the nature of information assumed in
possession of the intruder. It bears mention that PP is generally used under additive noise mechanisms
such as those utilized to protect summary and tabular data statistics with a DP guarantee, rather than
to produce synthetic data equipped with a DP guarantee, which is the focus of this paper.

This paper contributes a novel extension of the aDP guarantee of Savitsky et al. (2022) that
incorporates knowledge of the interested public possessed by the owner of the closely-held data to
amplify and sharpen the privacy guarantee. The knowledge is incorporated by defining sensitive
ranges around the datum value for each record that need to be protected with a privacy guarantee. If
the datum value lies outside of the sensitive range, then it does not need to be protected. Amplification
occurs by limiting the worst case bound to a subset of the space of data defined by the ranges, rather
than using the entire space of the data. The range-restricted privacy extensions developed in this
paper effectively combine the relaxed aDP guarantee with our new range-restricted amplification. A
similar extension of PP is performed under additive noise mechanisms by incorporating Rényi DP with
PP (Pierquin et al. 2024).

1.1 Review of the pseudo posterior mechanism from Savitsky et al. (2022)

The new method introduced in this paper incorporates knowledge of non-sensitive data ranges to
sharpen or amplify the aDP guarantee under a pseudo posterior mechanism that produces synthetic
data. We review the pseudo posterior mechanism under aDP to set context for our privacy ampli-
fications introduced in Sections 2 and 3. We begin by specifying the α−weighted pseudo posterior
mechanism M as the pseudo posterior distribution. The pseudo posterior distribution, in turn, is
achieved by multiplying a pseudo likelihood with a prior distribution specified for model parameters,

ξα(x)(θ | x) ∝
n∏

i=1

p(xi | θ)αi × ξ(θ). (1)

The pseudo posterior distribution first begins by specifying any Bayesian synthesis model for con-
fidential data x. A formal privacy guarantee is encoded into the specified model posterior dis-
tribution by formulating risk-based weight, αi ∝ 1/maxθ∈{ξα(x)(θ|x)}m

|fθ(xi)|, where log-likelihood
fθ(xi) = log pθ(xi). A data record with a large absolute log-likelihood value is typically located in the
distribution tail and is relatively risky because it is surrounded by few units that express similar data
values.

An unweighted posterior distribution is first estimated and the risk-based weight, αi, is computed
as the maximum over posterior draws of parameters, θ, for datum, xi. The vector of risk-based weights,
α = (α1, . . . , αn), are normalized such that each αi ∈ [0, 1].

The pseudo posterior mechanism is then constructed by down-weighting each likelihood component
by αi ∈ [0, 1] where the higher the disclosure risk, the lower is αi. The down-weighting of each likelihood
component by its relative disclosure risk is a surgical treatment that concentrates down-weighting to
the risky portions of the closely-held data distribution.
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The connection between the pseudo posterior mechanism and DP is through the sensitivity or
Lipschitz upper bound on the logarithm of the weighted log-likelihood,

∆α,x = max
θ∈{ξα(x)(θ|x)}m

max
i∈1,...,n

|αi × fθm(xi)|, (2)

where the maximum over θ is taken with respect to (draws indexed by m from) the posterior distri-
bution for each record i. Each posterior predictive draw of synthetic data, x∗ ∼ p(x | θ∗) under the
pseudo posterior mechanism θ∗ ∼ ξα(x)(θ | x) is equipped with a ϵx = 2∆α,x that is local to database
x, rather than global over the space of databases, xn ∈ Xn.

Savitsky et al. (2022) show that the local ∆α,x contracts onto the global ∆α, asymptotically in
sample size, which in turn drives the contraction of ϵx onto ϵ. For a sample size n sufficiently large,
ϵx = ϵ. More formally, the authors demonstrate that the local Lipschitz satisfies a relaxed form of DP
that they label aDP where a stands for asymptotic.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: We start with describing the range-averaged standard
in Section 2, followed by the range-truncated standard in Section 3. Section 4 contains a series of
extensive simulation studies to illustrate the privacy amplification effects of the two novel range-
restricted privacy standards as well as their differences. We apply the new standards to an accelerated
life testing dataset in Section 5 and end with a few concluding remarks in Section 6.

2 Probability of record inclusion in sensitive range

The owner of the closely-held data may offer judgment about a subset range or region around each
datum that they deem to be sensitive for re-identification that requires privacy protection. Their judg-
ment may derive from knowledge of the data user communities, such as policy-makers and researchers.
Suppose the owner of the closely-held data defines a width with respect to sensitive variable, x, as
a percentile of the distribution for each xi, i ∈ (1, . . . , n). We implement this idea by constructing
percentile radius, r = [a, b]; for example, suppose r = [0.3, 1.7] is selected by the owner of the closely-
held data and and further suppose that xi = $100, 000 represents the household income for household
i. Then, we say that the interested public knows that the income for household i lies inside of the
interval [a × xi, b × xi] = [$30, 000, $170, 000]. In other words, the interested public knows that the
income for household i is greater than $30, 000 and less than $170, 000. For simplicity of exposition,
we will use this “radius” idea; however other methods for forming intervals (e.g. pre-defined income
brackets) could also be used. We propose to restrict privacy protection to the portion of the data sup-
port inside the sensitive interval where the intruder does not know where lies the confidential income
value, xi, for household i. By the complement of the interval on the support of xi we choose to protect
against privacy disclosure, we do not consider values outside of this interval to be sensitive because the
intruder already knows that the income value must lie within this interval. Our approach proposes an
amplified privacy standard through leveraging or conditioning on known information to target privacy
protection to a subspace of the data, rather than to the entire space.

More formally, we propose to measure the known information on sensitive ranges by constructing
the following event probability,

λi = Pr
M,a,b

(x∗
i /∈ [a× xi, b× xi]) (3)

from the posterior predictive distribution, pM(x∗ | x) where we utilize the same model, M, estimated
in the first step to construct the risk-based weights, αi, for formulating our pseudo posterior privacy
mechanism. The posterior predictive distribution under M is used to estimate the probability that
under repeated data generation that each datum will lie outside the radius such that it does not
incur a privacy loss (because it lies outside the selected sensitive range). Each λi, then, represents
the probability that a realized datum value for unit i does not need to be protected because the
interested public already knows that the confidential datum value does not lie in the space outside
of the ball/interval. By using the distribution of realized values for a given record under repeated
sampling, we vary the degree of protection required for that record depending on how much of its
generating distribution will fall within the sensitive range.

One may express the amount of information under model M about the data that is deemed known
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or non-sensitive and, therefore, not requiring protection as,

pλθ (x) =

n∏
i=1

p(xi | θ)λi . (4)

We next turn to adjusting our pseudo posterior mechanism under the set-up where only (1−λi) fraction
of datum i requires protection. One may derive a revised likelihood weight α∗

i by applying risk-based
weight, αi to the (1− λi) portion of the the likelihood contribution for datum i that is sensitive. This
result is achieved by decomposing the pseudo likelihood of the final pseudo posterior mechanism into
the product of two components

pα∗
θ (x) = pλ

cα
θ (x)pλθ (x) =

n∏
i=1

p(xi | θ)(1−λi)αi

n∏
i=1

p(xi | θ)λi , (5)

where λc denotes the “complementary” subspace of the data that is deemed sensitive.
Our likelihood decomposition into sensitive and non-sensitive components implies the following

revised weight, α∗
i ,

α∗
i = λi + (1− λi)× αi, (6)

that replaces weight αi in the second modeling step for estimation of the pseudo posterior distribution.
We have designed α∗

i to maintain a pseudo posterior mechanism that downweights each unit i
based on its privacy risk in a manner that accounts for the information conveyed in λi. When a unit
is highly risky as measured by the absolute value of its log-likelihood under the model M estimated
on the full data such that αi = 0 (is set to 0), then α∗

i = λi because λi represents the portion of the
data support that does not need to be privacy protected such that it is the minimum (exponentiated)
fraction of information presented the model. By contrast, when datum i presents no disclosure risk
such that αi = 1, then α∗

i = 1, indicating that we present the full datum (rather than a fraction) to
the estimation model because there is no privacy protection required under this scenario. Of course,
when λi = 0 it is supposed that the interested public has no knowledge about a subspace of the private
variable and we return to the usual case where α∗

i = αi.
We may view α∗

i as an adjusted version of αi that “adds in” known information conveyed by the
restricted sensitive data range; for example, the minimum of α∗

i is always λi.
Since the second component of Equation (5) is viewed as acceptable to expose to the public, we only

use the first component to assess privacy risk. This leads us to a revised sensitivity of our mechanism
for dataset x (see Savitsky et al. (2022)),

∆α,λ,x = max
θ∈{ξα∗(x)(θ|x)}m

max
i∈1,...,n

|α∗
i × fθm(xi)− λi × fθm(xi)| (7)

= max
θ∈{ξα∗(x)(θ|x)}m

max
i∈1,...,n

| ((1− λi)αi)× fθm(xi)| ≤ ∆α,x, (8)

where we evaluate the log-pseudo likelihood over parameter draws, θm, taken from the joint posterior
distribution. We further reduce the risk-based weighted multiplier αi by (1−λi) in Equation (8). The
(1 − λi) term represents the portion of the data support that is not known by the interested public
and, therefore, disclosure sensitive. Under our set-up, we account for intruder knowledge indirectly
through knowledge weights λ rather than directly truncating the data support.

2.1 Range-averaged formal privacy

Our definition of the probability (1 − λi) that unit i is included in the sensitive range of the data
space leads us to deconstruct the likelihood into a sensitive and non-sensitive component. We use the
likelihood decomposition to define a new mechanism under an implied new privacy standard that is
amplified relative to DP because it focuses solely on the sensitive portion of the likelihood contribution
(by conditioning on known information about sensitive data ranges).

We now make the definition of this new, amplified privacy standard explicit with a warm-up focus
on the non-weighted posterior mechanism followed by a generalization to the risk-weighted pseudo
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posterior mechanism. Our new privacy standard conditions the posterior mechanism on the set of
record-indexed ranges or balls chosen by the owner of the closely-held data.

Let data (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn, where each xi ∈ R. Suppose ranges, R1, . . . , Rn ∈ Xn ⊂ Rn are
designated to be sensitive by the owner of the closely-held data. The specification of this range gives
rise to a probability that a datum will not be contained in the sensitive range, λ(X,R), defined for
X ∈ X , R ∈ R and produces likelihood weight, α∗(X,R). We then use the same definition of event
probabilities as in DP and aDP, but now conditioning on R.

Definition 1. (Range-averaged Privacy under the Posterior Mechanism)

sup
x∈Xn,x′∈Xn−1:δ(x,x′ )=1

sup
B∈βΘ

ξλ
c(x)(B | x,R)

ξλc(x′ )(B | x′ ,R)
≤ eϵ,

where λ (x) = (λ1(x), . . . , λn(x)) for λi defined as the probability that datum xi lies outside the range
deemed sensitive by the owner of the data in Equation (3). Define δ(x,x

′
) to be the number of records

that differ between x and x
′
(with all other records being identical in both datasets).

We recall from Savitsky et al. (2022) that for a database sequence, x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn under
x1, . . . , xn ∼ Pθ0 , for some θ0 ∈ Θ, we formulate the pseudo likelihood,

pλ
c

θ (x) =
n∏

i=1

pθi(xi)
1−λi(x), (9)

for each θ ∈ Θ and x ∈ Xn.

ξλ
c(x)(B | x) =

∫
θ∈B

pλ
c

θ (x)dξ(θ)(x)

ϕλc(x)
, (10)

where ϕλc(x)(x)
∆
=

∫
θ∈Θ

pλ
c

θ (x)dξ(θ) normalizes the pseudo posterior distribution.
We do not marginalize or maximize over R, but condition on it because it is known information.

λ(X,R) marginalizes over data generating parameters θ ∈ Θ that implicitly depends on model, M.
We suppress that conditioning because the entire set-up implicitly depends on M.

We note that the mechanism under the range-averaged privacy standard is simply the posterior
distribution. Therefore, the appearance of (1 − λi) reflects the portion of the likelihood contribution
that is sensitive and needs to be protected. We see this by examining the resulting sensitivity under
range-averaged privacy,

∆λ,x = max
θ∈{ξ(θ|x)}m

max
i∈1,...,n

|fθm(xi)− λi × fθm(xi)| (11)

= max
θ∈{ξ(θ|x)}m

max
i∈1,...,n

| (1− λi)× fθm(xi)| ≤ ∆x, (12)

where the correct sensitivity, ∆λ,x, is achieved by subtracting the non-sensitive portion of the data
range in Equation (11) from the full data log-likelihood.

Definition 2. (Range-averaged Privacy under the Pseudo Posterior Mechanism)

sup
x∈Xn,x′∈Xn−1:δ(x,x′)=1

sup
B∈βΘ

ξλ
cα(x)(B | x,R)

ξλcα(x′)(B | x′,R)
≤ eϵ,

The mechanism associated with the range-restricted pseudo posterior privacy standard is the pseudo
posterior mechanism with the likelihood contribution for each unit i ∈ (1, . . . , n) exponentiated by α∗

i .
This new range-averaged privacy standard can be viewed as relaxation of DP because it averages

over datasets to compute λi (rather than bounds a worst case), but it is also an amplification because
it conditions on non-sensitive ranges. Yet, beyond comparing to DP, the range-averaged privacy
represents a coherent, formal standard in its own right (e.g., like the Pufferfish formal privacy standard
of Kifer & Machanavajjhala (2014)). Both the range-averaged and Pufferfish privacy standards provide
amplifications of the privacy guarantee provided by DP by defining their standards to condition on
additional information/assumptions.

One may gain insight into the relative strength of the range-averaged privacy guarantee by focusing
on the corner case of a highly risky record. Under the usual aDP guarantee (with no range restriction)
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this datum’s likelihood contribution would be assigned a low value for the risk weight, α. However, if
the datum for this record would rarely fall within the sensitive range under the generating distribution
for this record then the likelihood weight, α∗

i > αi, with no loss of privacy protection since that
otherwise risky record is deemed sensitive with a low probability, (1− λi).

We demonstrate the amplification in the privacy guarantee relative to aDP offered by the range-
averaged privacy standard in simulation studies presented in Section 4. We note that the degree of
protection offered by range-averaged privacy may be increased relative to a baseline by simply selecting
a wider range, Ri, for a datum that the data owner deems more sensitive, which will produce a lower
λi.

We may now produce a similar formal privacy guarantee as Savitsky et al. (2022) that conditions
on known sensitive ranges, R.

Theorem 1. ∀x ∈ Xn,x′ ∈ Xn−1 : δ(x,x′) = 1, B ∈ βΘ (where βΘ is the σ−algebra of measurable
sets on Θ) under α(·) with ∆α,λ,x > 0,

sup
B∈βΘ

ξλ
cα(x)(B | x)

ξλcα(x′)(B | x′)
≤ exp(2∆α,λ,x), (13)

i.e., the pseudo posterior ξλ
cα(x)(· | x) has local privacy guarantee 2∆α,λ,x.

Proof. Replace p
α(x)
θ with p

λcα(x)
θ and ξα(x) (B | x) with ξλ

cα(x) (B | x) in proofs in Appendix of
Savitsky et al. (2022).

We note that the guarantee of Theorem 2 is local to dataset x ∈ Xn. The global sensitivity,
∆α,λ = supx∈Xn ∆α,λ,x is constructed as the upper bound of the sensitivities for all datasets x ∈ Xn.
As reviewed in Section 1.1, Savitsky et al. (2022) demonstrate that for any realized x under a data

generating process that ∆α,λ,x contracts onto ∆α,λ for sample size, n, sufficiently large (at O(n− 1
2 )).

This relaxed privacy standard is hence labeled as aDP where a stands for asymptotic. We may extend
the large sample aDP bound, ϵ ≤ 2∆α, to the pseudo posterior mechanism under our amplified range-
averaged privacy standard to achieve a new ϵ ≤ 2∆α,λ range-averaged aDP as the limiting point of
∆α,λ,x given in Equation (8).

3 Truncation of record inclusion in sensitive range

The range-averaged privacy standard introduced in Section 2 utilizes what may be viewed as the
“maximum” information about the sensitive range because it both uses the range and the frequency
with which the data values for a record appear in that sensitive range over repeated sampling from
the data generating distribution. Even if the sensitive range itself is relatively wide, we are able to
induce relatively less distortion to achieve a targeted privacy guarantee if the probability (1−λi) that
generates datum values for record i will lie inside that range is small. The range-averaged privacy
standard produces a probability that the generating distribution of each datum i will lie inside the
sensitive range using a model, M, estimated on the closely-held data, rather than declaring each unit
as lying in the sensitive range or not. Therefore, we allocate a (1−λi) proportion of the likelihood for
record i as sensitive.

Perhaps a more conservative approach would be to focus on using the “minimum” information
about the sensitive range. We declare the datum for a record as either lying inside or outside of that
range and condition our use of the model distribution only on endpoints of the sensitive interval, rather
than the distribution of data values within the sensitive range as in the range-averaged standard.

To motivate our development of this minimum use of the known sensitive range we return to the
decomposition of the pseudo likelihood of the range-averaged pseudo posterior mechanism into the
product of two components

pα∗
θ (x) = pλ

cα
θ (x)pλθ (x) =

n∏
i=1

p(xi | θ)(1−λi)αi

n∏
i=1

p(xi | θ)λi . (14)

Since the second pseudo likelihood component on the right hand most term in Equation (14) is viewed
as acceptable to expose to the public, we only use the first component to assess privacy risk.
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We develop an alternative privacy standard by declaring a record’s datum value to lie inside or
outside of a sensitive data range with probability 1, and then decompose the pseudo likelihood into
two components based on interval censoring and its complement, interval truncation.

For an arbitrary interval [a × xi, b × xi] ∈ X , we propose an interval censored formulation for the
assumed known or non-sensitive likelihood component as

pI(xi|θ, a, b) =
{

P (b× xi | θ)− P (a× xi | θ), xi ∈ [a× xi, b× xi]
p(xi | θ), xi /∈ [a× xi, b× xi],

with P (· | θ) being the cumulative density function (CDF) under our model for the closely-held data.
This likelihood represents information generally known because when xi is in the sensitive range and
the endpoints of that range are known. By contrast, when xi is not in the sensitive range there is no
need to provide privacy protection.

The sensitive complement (i.e., truncated) likelihood term is specified by

pI
c

(xi|θ, a, b) =
{

p(xi|θ)/ (P (b× xi|θ)− P (a× xi|θ)) , xi ∈ [a× xi, b× xi]
1, xi /∈ [a× xi, b× xi].

We define both the sensitive and non-sensitive components of the likelihood by allocating datum
xi dichotomously to the sensitive region. If a record is assigned to the sensitive region of the likelihood
complement, then we would fully apply our pseudo posterior risk-based weight, αi, to construct our
pseudo posterior mechanism. The known information is not conveyed through adjusting the privacy
weight, αi, in the the likelihood as is done in the range-averaging standard, but rather dividing the
likelihood, p(xi | θ), by the difference in the CDF values at the endpoints, (P (b× xi|θ)− P (a× xi|θ)).
Our resulting pseudo posterior mechanism is constructed as

pI
c,αi(xi|θ, a, b) =

{
p(xi|θ)αi/ (P (b× xi|θ)− P (a× xi|θ)) , xi ∈ [a× xi, b× xi]

1, xi /∈ [a× xi, b× xi]

All to say, our mechanism under the amplified privacy standard for the truncated sensitive range uses
the same α−weighted pseudo posterior as is used for the non-range-restricted aDP privacy standard.
This use of the same α−weighted pseudo posterior contrasts with the mechanism for the range-averaged
standard that uses a revised α∗ because unit datum values are probablistically allocated to sensitive
ranges. We may summarize our range-truncated mechanism with,

pαθ (x) = pI
cα

θ (x)pIθ(x) =

n∏
i=1

pI
c,αi(xi | θ, a, b)

n∏
i=1

pI(xi | θ, a, b). (15)

In practice, one will construct their sensitive range to be centered on or surrounding the datum
value, xi ∈ [a×xi, b×xi] so that xi always lies in the sensitive range. Then our sensitivity calculation
focuses on the first complement:

∆α,I,x = max
θ∈{ξα∗(x)(θ|x)}m

max
i∈1,...,n

|αi × fθm(xi)− log(P (b× xi|θm)− P (a× xi|θm))|. (16)

Recall the non-sensitive portion of the likelihood is expressed under range-averaged privacy in Section
2 through exponentiating the datum likelihood contribution by λi. The larger is 0 ≤ λi ≤ 1 the
greater the portion of the datum likelihood admitted to the pseudo posterior model. We may interpret
probability λi from range-average privacy as the effective sample size or fraction of information the
data producer thinks is “public” and thus does not need to be protected. By contrast, one divides
the likelihood by the P (b × xi | θ) − P (a × xi | θ) under the range-truncation privacy standard. For
any finite a and b, the difference in CDF functions is < 1, which magnifies the likelihood as compared
to an unrestricted range (in which case the divisor is exactly 1). One may think of relatively risky
records as located in the tails that expresses small likelihood values and the divisor would increase
those values, which partially mitigates the α down-weighting. We expect ∆α,I,x ≤ ∆α,x. When the
interval [a × xi, b × xi] widens into the whole range, the second term is log(1) = 0, which causes the
range-truncated privacy standard to revert to the aDP privacy standard.
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3.1 Range-truncated formal privacy

Our new privacy standard conditions the posterior mechanism on the set of record-indexed ranges or
balls chosen by the owner of the closely-held data. Let data (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn, where each xi ∈ R.
Suppose ranges, R1, . . . , Rn ∈ Xn ⊂ Rn are designated to be sensitive by the owner of the closely-held
data. Suppose also that each underlying sensitive value xi ∈ Ri by construction. The specification
of this range gives rise to the truncation adjustment Pθ(Ri) =

∫
x∈Ri

pθ(x)dx and the range-truncated

likelihood pθi(xi)/Pθ(Ri). We then use our same definition of event probabilities in DP and aDP from
Savitsky et al. (2022), but now conditioning on known information, R.

Definition 3. (Range-Truncated Privacy under the Posterior Mechanism)

sup
x∈Xn,x′∈Xn−1:δ(x,x′)=1

sup
B∈βΘ

ξI
c(x)(B | x,R)

ξIc(x′)(B | x′,R)
≤ eϵ,

For a database sequence, x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn under x1, . . . , xn ∼ Pθ0 , for some θ0 ∈ Θ, we
formulate the truncated (pseudo-) likelihood,

pI
c

θ (x) =

n∏
i=1

pθ(xi)/Pθ(Ri), (17)

for each θ ∈ Θ and x ∈ Xn.

ξI
c(x)(B | x) =

∫
θ∈B

pI
c

θ (x)dξ(θ)(x)

ϕIc(x)
, (18)

where ϕIc(x)(x)
∆
=

∫
θ∈Θ

pI
c

θ (x)dξ(θ) normalizes the pseudo posterior distribution. We note that the
truncated interval offset Pθ(Ri) explicitly depends on the model and thus we include the θ subscript.

Now, the mechanism under the range-truncated privacy standard is simply the posterior distribu-
tion. Therefore, the appearance of Pθ(Ri) reflects the portion of the likelihood contribution that is
not sensitive and can be used without “penalty”. We see this by examining the resulting sensitivity
under range restricted privacy,

∆I,x = max
θ∈{ξ(θ|x)}m

max
i∈1,...,n

|fθm(xi)− fθm(Ri)|, (19)

where fθm(Ri) = log(Pθm(Ri)). We expect that ∆I,x ≤ ∆x, which provides an amplification of aDP.
While we can not guarantee that (fθm(xi)− fθm(Ri)) < 0 for every i there may be some value of θ, xi

with a very narrow Ri that produce positive values. This would only occur for continuous outcomes
with probability densities. Discrete outcomes have probability mass functions and thus would never
have this issue. However, we expect the largest magnitude |fθm(xi)− fθm(Ri)| to occur in the tails for
very small values of pθ(xi) and thus very large negative values for fθm(xi).

Definition 4. (Range-Truncated Privacy under the Pseudo Posterior Mechanism)

sup
x∈Xn,x′∈Xn−1:δ(x,x′)=1

sup
B∈βΘ

ξI
cα(x)(B | x,R)

ξIcα(x′)(B | x′,R)
≤ eϵ,

The mechanism associated with the range-restricted pseudo posterior privacy standard is the pseudo
posterior mechanism with the likelihood contribution for each unit i ∈ (1, . . . , n) exponentiated by αi.

Theorem 2. ∀x ∈ Xn,x′ ∈ Xn−1 : δ(x,x′) = 1, B ∈ βΘ (where βΘ is the σ−algebra of measurable
sets on Θ) under α(·) with ∆α,I,x > 0,

sup
B∈βΘ

ξI
cα(x)(B | x)

ξIcα(x′)(B | x′)
≤ exp(2∆α,I,x), (20)

i.e., the pseudo posterior ξI
cα(x)(· | x) has local privacy guarantee 2∆α,I,x.

Proof. Replace p
α(x)
θ with p

Icα(x)
θ and ξα(x) (B | x) with ξI

cα(x) (B | x) in proofs in Appendix of
Savitsky et al. (2022).

Range-truncated aDP may be viewed as an amplification of aDP without any relaxation since the
observed datum is fully allocated to the sensitive range, rather than using averaging to allocate some
portion of its contribution as in range-averaged aDP introduced in Section 2.
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3.2 General formulation for range-restricted privacy

We may more fully understand our range-averaged and range-truncated privacy standards by viewing
them as special cases of a more general privacy framework that incorporates sensitive range information
to sharpen the privacy guarantee.

Let γ(R,θ,M) be index parameters that represent the contribution for assumed publicly known
ranges, R = (R1, . . . , Rn) ∈ Rn.

Define the pseudo likelihood decomposition between known or insensitive contributions, on the one
hand, and sensitive contributions, on the other hand.

pα
∗

θ (x) = pαθ,γc(x)× pθ,γ(x), (21)

where α∗ denotes the range-restricted, risk-based weights for the pseudo posterior mechanism while α
denotes the original risk-based weights for the pseudo posterior mechanism with respect to the aDP
standard. We suppress the dependence of γ on R for readability.

Under the range-truncated standard, γi(θ) = P (Ri | θ) with pαθ,γc
i
= pαi /γi(θ) and pθ,γi = γi(θ) so

that α∗
i = αi. We recall that the sensitive range is defined under the range-truncated standard such

that xi is always in the sensitive range.

By contrast, γi(M) = λi = PrM,Ri (x
∗
i /∈ Ri) under range-averaged privacy with pαθ,γc = p

(1−γi)α
θ

and pθ,γi = pγi

θ . This produces α∗
i = (1− γi)αi + γi.

The general formulation for the range-restricted model sensitivity, ∆α,γ,x, is solely based on the
sensitive portion of the log-pseudo likelihood,

∆α,γ,x = max
θ∈{ξα∗(x)(θ|x)}m

max
i∈1,...,n

|fαi

θm,γc
i,m

(xi)|, (22)

where fαi

θm,γc
i,m

(xi) = log
[
pαi

θm,γc
i,m

(xi)
]
. Focusing on the sensitive likelihood complement provides the

privacy amplification under both the range-averaged and range-truncated privacy standards. Examin-
ing the application to range-averaged privacy of the sensitivity construction from the likelihood comple-
ment, ∆α,γ,x = maxθ∈{ξα∗(x)(θ|x)}m

maxi∈1,...,n|(1−γi)×αi×fθm(xi)|, where γ = λ and γc
i = 1−γi un-

der the range-averaged standard. For the range-truncated standard, γi(θ) = P (b×xi | θ)−P (a×xi | θ)
such that γc

i (θ) = 1/γi(θ). Finally, f
αi

θm,γc
i,m

(xi) = αi × fθm
(xi)− log γi(θm).

We note that for the range-truncated standard γi(θ) depends only on the current models parameters
and not on the underlying generating (unweighted) model M. In contrast, for the range-averaged
standard, γi(M) depends on the predictive distribution of the generating model M but not explicitly
on its parameters (which are integrated out) nor on the current model parameters θ.

We now proceed to a series of extensive simulation studies to illustrate the privacy amplication
effects of the two novel range-restricted aDP standards.

4 Simulation studies

In this section, we first illustrate how privacy guarantee strengthens the two novel range-restricted
standards compared to the aDP standard in Section 4.1. Section 4.2 is devoted to illustrate how the
range-restricted standards can achieve higher utility for the same privacy budget compared to the aDP
standard. Finally in Section 4.3, we focus on assigning a wider sensitive range for records in the right
tail of the confidential data distribution to provide a higher level of privacy guarantee.

4.1 Privacy guarantee strengthens under restricted sensitive range

Over repeated simulations, we generate n = 2000 records from z ∼ Normal(2, 1) and x ∼ Lognormal(z+
1, 1) in order to mimic highly skewed data in real applications. For both range-averaged and range-
truncated standards, we use (a, b) = {(0.4, 1.8), (0.6, 1.2)} for two sets of sensitive bounds to represent
the sensitive range information for which the data disseminator attempts to provide privacy protection.
We use S = 1000 number of values generated to calculate λi for the range-averaged standard.

Figure 1 shows a single simulation example of the by-record Lipchitz values of the Unweighted
synthesizer, the Weighted synthesizer (labeled as (-Inf, Inf) to represent no bounds of (a, b)), the two
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range-averaged synthesizers (labeled as (0.4, 1.8) avg and (0.6, 1.2) avg), and the two range-truncated
synthesizers (labeled as (0.4, 1.8) trunc and (0.6, 1.2) trunc)). The privacy budget, ϵx, for each
synthesizer is calculated as twice of the maximum Lipschitz bound. We can see that the Weighted
synthesizer has the highest privacy budget. The two range-truncated synthesizers, namely the (0.4,
1.8) trunc and the (0.6, 1.2) trunc, are second and third. The two range-averaged synthesizers, namely
the (0.4, 1.8) avg and (0.6, 1.2) avg, have the smallest privacy budgets. We note that the lower the
privacy budget, the stronger the privacy guarantee.

As evident in Figure 1, for a single sample, the privacy budget decreases under a finite sensitive
range for both range-averaged and range-truncated synthesizers, compared to the Weighted synthe-
sizer. In other words, the two sets of range-restricted synthesizers produce stronger privacy guarantees
compared to the Weighted. This is expected since the range-averaged and the range-truncated synthe-
sizers utilize the information from the data disseminator and provide privacy protection to the sensitive
range, whereas the Weighted synthesizer attempts to protect the full range. Moreover, for either range-
restricted standard, shortening the sensitive bounds (a, b) from (0.4, 1.8) to (0.6, 1.2) further decreases
the privacy budget, corresponding to privacy protection for a narrower sensitive range. The decreasing
effect is more dramatic for the range-averaged synthesizer, as can be seen by the sharp decrease of the
maximum Lipchitz bound from (0.4, 1.8) avg to (0.6, 1.2) avg, compared to the range-truncated pair,
namely (0.4, 1.8) trunc and (0.6, 1.2) trunc.

Within same sensitive bounds (a, b) choice (e.g. the pair of blue for (0.4, 1.8) and the pair of green
for (0.6, 1.2)), the range-averaged synthesizer produces further privacy budget decrease (i.e., stronger
privacy guarantee) compared to the range-truncated synthesizer. We recall that the two sets of range-
restricted synthesizers are designed to use information from the sensitive range in different ways. The
range-averaged synthesizer, on the one hand, uses distributional information by computing probabili-
ties of falling within a sensitive range. The range-truncated synthesizer, on the other hand, uses only
the end points of the sensitive range. In other words, the range-averaged synthesizer uses more “pub-
lic” information than the range-truncated synthesizer, and hence produces a stronger, more focused
and amplified privacy guarantee. Yet, the range-averaged privacy standard defines and incorporates
1− λi, a probability that record i is sensitive, by averaging over draws from the model posterior pre-
dictive distribution. While the privacy standard is mathematically “formal” in that it is provable and
independent of putative intruder behaviors, the averaging is different from the pure upper bounding
that characterizes differential privacy. By contrast, the range-truncated uses less information focused
solely on the end points of the sensitive range and avoids any averaging.

Figure 1: Violin plots of by-record Lipschitz bounds of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as
Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) truncated, (0.6, 1.2) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over a
single sample.
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Figure 2 shows results from a Monte Carlo simulation of 100 repeated samples of the same data
generating model. Once again, we observe lower privacy budgets, i.e., stronger privacy guarantees,
from the two sets of range-restricted synthesizers compared to the Weighted synthesizer. Moreover,
shortening the sensitive range (a, b) provides a stronger privacy guarantee for either range-restricted
synthesizer. Lastly, the range-averaged synthesizer produces a stronger and amplified privacy guarantee
than the range-truncated synthesizer with the same (a, b) choice.

Figure 2: Violin plots of Lipschitz bounds of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted),
(0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) truncated, (0.6, 1.2) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over 100 repeated
samples.

Figure 3: Violin plots of average metric of ECDF of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as
Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) truncated, (0.6, 1.2) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over
100 repeated samples.
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Figure 4: Violin plots of Q90s of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8)
averaged, (0.4, 1.8) truncated, (0.6, 1.2) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over 100 repeated samples.

We now consider the utility of the simulated synthetic data from this set of synthesizers. These
results are based on 100 repeated samples. For global utility that focuses on distributional similarities
of the confidential and the synthetic data, we present the average record-level difference from the ECDF
statistics in Figure 3 (Woo et al. 2009, Hu & Bowen 2024). For this utility metric, the smaller the value,
the higher the utility. We can see that the range-averaged synthesizers produce synthetic data with the
highest utility. Thus it accomplishes both a privacy amplification and improvement in utility of the
synthetic data. By contrast, the utility is the same for the Weighted and range-truncated synthesizers
(up to Monte Carlo sampling error) because the same privacy α risk-based weights are used under
both. Then for the same utility, we see that range-truncated produces a stronger or amplified privacy
guarantee than does the Weighted synthesizer. The shortening of the sensitive range (a, b) further
improves the utility for either range-restricted synthesizer.

For analysis-specific utility, we focus on the 90% quantile statistic in Figure 4. For this utility
metric, the closer to the data distribution (far left), the higher the utility of a synthesizer. As with the
global utility metric, the range-averaged synthesizers preserve the highest utility. Similarly, a smaller
sensitive range (a, b) corresponds to higher utility.

In summary, both sets of range-restricted synthesizers produce a stronger and amplified privacy
guarantee than the Weighted by utilizing the information possessed by the data disseminator. By
using more of the information through computing probabilities of being in the sensitive range, the
range-averaged synthesizers expends less privacy budget than the range-truncated synthesizers for the
same sensitive range choice of (a, b). Moreover, the amplified privacy guarantee does not come at the
price of compromised utility preservation. In fact, the range-averaged synthesizers produce synthetic
data with very high utility. Lastly, shortening the sensitive range (a, b) further enhances the privacy
guarantee (i.e., reduces the privacy budget and achieves a stronger privacy guarantee) and improves
utility, most evidently for the range-averaged synthesizers.

Lastly, Figure 5 confirms that incorporating a sensitive range, either through the range-averaged
standard or the range-truncated standard, maintains the asymptotic feature of aDP that as the sample
size increases, the local ∆α,x contracts onto the global ∆α.
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Figure 5: Violin plots of Lipschitz bounds of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted),
(0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) truncated, (0.6, 1.2) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over 100 repeated
samples and four different sample sizes n = {200, 400, 1600, 6400}.

4.2 Restricting sensitive ranges achieves higher utility for the same privacy
budget

Data disseminators may wish to compare data synthesized using sensitive range information to data
synthesized without using that information with both methods calibrated to the same privacy budget.
Our newly proposed range-restricted standards offer such flexibility and in this part of the simulation,
we focus on demonstrating the flexibility through the range-truncated standard.

We continue with our data generating model of z ∼ Normal(2, 1) and x ∼ Lognormal(z + 1, 1)
for n = 2000 records for a single sample. In order to reach similar privacy budgets across different
synthesizers, we scale down the privacy weights αi’s of the Weighted and those of the (0.4, 1.8) trunc
synthesizers to bring down their privacy budgets to close to that of the (0.6, 1.2) trunc synthesizer.
Such scaling achieves a similar privacy budget, roughly ϵx = 5.7, across the three synthesizers. The
scaling constants are 0.73 for the Weighted and 0.88 for the (0.4, 1.8) trunc synthesizer, where the
constant is 1 for the (0.6, 1.2) trunc synthesizer (i.e., no scaling).

Figure 6 presents the by-record Lipcthiz values of the values of the Unweighted synthesizer, the
Weighted synthesizer (labeled as (-Inf, Inf) to represent no bounds of (a, b)), and the two range-
truncated synthesizers (labeled as (0.4, 1.8) trunc and (0.6, 1.2) trunc)). The privacy budget, ϵx, for
each synthesizer is calculated as twice of the maximum Lipschitz bound. We can see that through
appropriate amount of scaling of the privacy weights αi’s, the three synthesizers now have similar
privacy budgets, roughly ϵx = 5.7. The scaling effects of the privacy weights αi’s in each synthesizer
are manifested in Figure 7, where the Unweighted synthesizer have all weights at 1 by design, and the
(0.6, 1.2) trunc synthesizer has the highest weights, followed by the (0.4, 1.8) trunc synthesizer and
the Weighted synthesizer.
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Figure 6: Violin plots of Lipschitz bounds of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted),
(0.4, 1.8) truncated, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over a singe sample.

Figure 7: Violin plots of privacy weights of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted),
(0.4, 1.8) truncated, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over a singe sample.

After achieving similar privacy bugdets through scaling of the weights αi’s, we now turn to com-
paring the utility results, where we expect to achieve higher utility under sensitive range. Recall
that results in Section 4.1, specifically Figure 3 and Figure 4, suggest that without the scaling of the
privacy weights αi’s, the Weighted synthesizer produces synthetic data with the same utility as range-
truncated. Now, by scaling down the privacy weights of the Weighted synthesizer and the (0.4, 1.8)
trunc synthesizer, we expect to see a utility reduction of these two synthesizers due to the decrease in
privacy weights (Hu et al. 2022, 2025).

Figures 8 through 10 present analysis-specific utility of the means, medians, and 90% quantiles.
Across the three synthesizers, the (0.6, 1.2) trunc synthesizer has the highest utility in all three analysis-
specific utility metrics across the three synthesizers, followed by the (0.4, 1.8) trunc synthesizer and
then the Weighted synthesizer.
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These results confirm that by achieving similar privacy budgets through down-scaling of the privacy
weights αi’s of the Weighted and the (0.4, 1.8) trunc synthesizers, we produce synthetic data with the
highest utility with the (0.6, 1.2) trunc synthesizer. In fact, both the (0.4, 1.8) trunc and the (0.6, 1.2)
trunc synthesizers have higher utility than the Weighted, demonstrating the flexibility of our newly
proposed range-truncated standards in producing synthetic data with higher utility and a similar
privacy guarantee. Such flexibility widens the range of tools of data disseminators when it comes to
incorporating sensitive information while fine tuning the balance of utility and privacy.

Figure 8: Violin plots of means of data, Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8)
truncated, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over a singe sample.

Figure 9: Violin plots of medians of data, Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted),
(0.4, 1.8) truncated, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over a singe sample.
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Figure 10: Violin plots of Q90s of data, Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8)
truncated, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over a singe sample.

4.3 Assigning wider sensitive range in distribution tail than mode

Data disseminators may want to consider different sensitive ranges for different portions of the confi-
dential data. For example, data disseminators may use a wider sensitive range for records in the right
tail of the confidential data distribution, reflecting the need for a higher level of privacy protection of
these large, outlying values. Our newly proposed range-restricted standards could easily accommodate
such needs and we focus on demonstrating the flexibility through the range-averaged standard in this
section.

We continue with our data generating model of z ∼ Normal(2, 1) and x ∼ Lognormal(z + 1, 1) for
n = 2000 records for 100 repeated samples. In this experiment, we focus on the choice of (a, b) =
(0.4, 1.8) for the range-averaged synthesizer, as shown in Section 4.1 and Section 4.2. However, for
large, outlying records in the right tail, we consider (a′, b′) = (0.2, 2.4), a wider sensitive range than
the usual (a, b) = (0.4, 1.8) range, accommodating the needs of higher privacy protection for these
records. We consider three different scenarios of large, outlying records receiving this wider sensitive
range: top 1%, top 5%, and top 10%. For Figure 11 through Figure 14, we label these synthesizers as
(0.4, 1.8) for the usual range-averaged synthesizer without special treatment for records in the tail,
Top 1% for the synthesizer where top 1% of the large, outlying records uses (a′, b′) = (0.2, 2.4), Top
5% for the case of top 5%, and Top 10% for the case of top 10%.

First, we examine the privacy budget comparison results in Figure 11. As expected, increasing the
number of records receiving a wider sensitive range, from 1% to 10%, increases the privacy budget.
Nevertheless, the Top 10% synthesizer still has a lower privacy budget than the Weighted synthesizer,
indicating a stronger privacy guarantee. This is largely due to the amplification encoded in the range-
averaged standard. The Weighted synthesizer provides protection for the full range of all records,
whereas the range-averaged synthesizer has a smaller sensitive range to protect for all records.
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Figure 11: Violin plots of Lipschitz bounds of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted),
(0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 1% of distribution receive wider sensitivity range of
(0.2, 2.4) , (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 5% of distribution receive wider sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4),
and (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 10% of distribution receive wider sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4), over
100 repeated samples.

For utility, recall in Section 4.1, a wider sensitive range in the range-averaged synthesizer provides
higher privacy protection and hence introduces more down-weighting and results in lower utility. We
therefore observe the wider sensitive range (0.4, 1.8) produces synthetic data with lower utility com-
pared to the shorter sensitive range (0.6, 1.2), for both global utility and analysis-specific utility. Now
when providing higher privacy protection to more records in the right tail with a wider sensitive range,
from top 1% to top 10%, we expect to see more down-weighting and lower utility.

Recall the ECDF maximum record-level difference global utility metric, where higher values indicate
lower utility. Figure 12 shows that as the top percentage value increases from 1% to 5% and then to
10%, the utility decreases as the maximum record-level difference values go up. Similar results of
the ECDF average record-level difference global utility metric are included in Appendix A for further
reading.

For analysis-specific utility comparison, we focus on the medians and 90% quantile in Figure 13
and Figure 14 (results of the means are in Appendix A). Once again, we observe decreasing utility as
the top percentage value increases: the violin plot deviates further from the confidential data as the
top percentage value increases from 1% to 5% and then to 10%.
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Figure 12: Violin plots of ECDF maximum record-level differences of synthetic data of Data, Un-
weighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 1%
of distribution receive wider sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4) , (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 5% of distribu-
tion receive wider sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4), and (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 10% of distribution
receive wider sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4), over 100 repeated samples.

Figure 13: Violin plots of medians of synthetic data of Data, Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as
Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 1% of distribution receive wider sensitivity
range of (0.2, 2.4) , (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 5% of distribution receive wider sensitivity range
of (0.2, 2.4), and (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 10% of distribution receive wider sensitivity range of
(0.2, 2.4), over 100 repeated samples.
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Figure 14: Violin plots of 90th quantiles of synthetic data of Data, Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no
bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 1% of distribution receive wider
sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4) , (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 5% of distribution receive wider sensitivity
range of (0.2, 2.4), and (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 10% of distribution receive wider sensitivity range
of (0.2, 2.4), over 100 repeated samples.

These privacy and utility results further illustrate the flexibility of our newly proposed range-
restricted standards. Data disseminators could consider different sensitive ranges for different portions
of the confidential data. In order to provide higher privacy protection for records in the right tail, data
disseminators can use a wider sensitive range for these records. This essentially reduces the amount of
privacy amplification offered by our range-restricted standards compared to a narrower sensitive range
and results in a less amplified privacy guarantee with some reduction in utility.

5 Application to an accelerated life testing dataset

We now turn to a real application of accelerated life testing using Bayesian lognormal regression.
The dataset called fatigue is available in the BayesLN R package (Gardini et al. 2025) and was also
considered by Fabrizi & Trivisano (2016). The dataset consists of the number of test cycles (outcome
variable) and a stress factor (a potential predictor variable) for a sample of specimens. We consider
the outcome variable cycle and the predictor variable stress, both on the linear and logarithmic scale,
with a lognormal regression.

As with the simulation studies, for both range-averaged and range-truncated standards, we use
(a, b) = {(0.4, 1.8), (0.6, 1.2)}, for two sets of sensitive bounds to represent the sensitive range informa-
tion that the data disseminator attempts to provide privacy protection to. We use S = 1000 number of
values generated to calculate λi for the range-averaged standard. We focus on demonstrating that our
newly proposed range-restricted synthesizers will strengthen the privacy guarantee, as we have seen in
the simulaiton results in Section 4.1.

Figure 15 shows the by-record Lipchitz values of the Unweighted synthesizer, the Weighted syn-
thesizer (labeled as (-Inf, Inf) to represent no bounds of (a, b)), the two range-averaged synthesizers
(labeled as (0.4, 1.8) avg and (0.6, 1.2) avg), and the two range-truncated synthesizers (labeled as
(0.4, 1.8) trunc and (0.6, 1.2) trunc)). The privacy budget, ϵx, for each synthesizer is calculated as
twice of the maximum Lipschitz bound. As expected, the two sets of range-restricted synthesizers
produce stronger privacy guarantees (lower privacy budgets) compared to the Weighted, by providing
focused privacy protection to the sensitive range. For both sets, shortening the sensitive range bounds
from (0.4, 1.8) to (0.6, 1.2) provides even stronger privacy guarantees (lower privacy budgets) given a
shorter sensitive range for privacy protection.
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Given the same sensitive range bounds (a, b), the range-averaged synthesizer produces further
privacy budget decrease (stronger privacy guarantee) compared to the range-truncated synthesizer.
These results are consistent wit the mathematical formulations of the approaches in Section 2 and
Section 3 and from the simulation study results in Section 4.1. The two sets of range-restricted
synthesizers use information from the sensitive range in different ways: The range-averaged synthesizer
uses distributional information by computing probabilities of falling within a sensitive range (i.e., more
information) while the range-truncated synthesizer uses only the end points of the sensitive range (i.e.,
less information).

Figure 15: Violin plots of by-record Lipschitz bounds of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as
Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) truncated, (0.6, 1.2) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated.

Comparing utility results, Figure 16 depicts the distribution of the confidential data and that of
the simulated synthetic data from the list of synthesizers we consider. Recall that the range-truncated
synthesizers are the same as the Weighted synthesizer with Lipschitz bounds calculated differently.
Hence the identical synthetic data distribution in Figure 16 between (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as
Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) truncated, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated. The two range-averaged synthesizers preserve
the confidential data distribution better than the Weighted and the two range-truncated synthesizers.
Between the two ranged averaged approaches, the shorter sensitive range (0.6, 1.2) provided the best
utility preservation. This is once again consistent with previous results, as a shorter sensitive range
requires privacy protection for a smaller range of potential values to be protected and hence preserves
a higher level of utility.
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Figure 16: Violin plots of confidential data and synthetic data generated from Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf)
(i.e., no bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) truncated, (0.6, 1.2) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2)
truncated.

Similar results are observed for analysis-specific utility, shown in Table 1, that (0.6, 1.2) averaged
synthesizer has the highest utility for all three statistics, namely the mean, the median, and the
90th quantile statistic, and (0.4, 1.8) averaged synthesizer comes second. Recall that the Weighted
synthesizer produces synthetic datasets identical to that of the (0.4, 1.8) truncated and that of the
(0.6, 1.2) truncated synthesizers. These synthetic data have the lowest utility for all three statistics.

Unweighted (-Inf, Inf) (0.4, 1.8) avg (0.4, 1.8) trunc (0.6, 1.2) avg (0.6, 1.2) trunc
Mean 36413 22743 24762 22743 27795 22743
Median 20832 15991 16225 15991 19951 15991
90th Q 73446 37595 42168 37595 50424 37595

Table 1: Utility results of Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) avg, (0.4, 1.8)
truncated, (0.6, 1.2) avg, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated, over a singe sample. In each utility row, the best
performing synthesizer is in bold and the second best is underlined. The mean, median, and 90th
quantile from the confidential data are 57771, 15616, and 165385, respectively.

Overall, our application results are consistent with our findings in the simulation study in Sec-
tion 4.1, that both the range-averaged and the range-truncated synthesizers provide stronger privacy
guarantee than the Weighted synthesizer without considering a sensitive range. For either, a shorter
sensitive range results in a stronger privacy guarantee. Between the two, the range-averaged syn-
thesizer provides an even stronger privacy guarantee by utilizing more information from the selected
sensitive range. On the utility side, the range-truncated synthesizers produce synthetic data identical
to that of the Weighted synthesizer, hence identical utility profiles. The range-averaged synthesiz-
ers produce synthetic data with higher utility, with a shorter sensitive range resulting in even higher
utility. Additional results for the performance of the synthesizers, including the values of λ, the sen-
sitive information probabilities for the range-averaged synthesizers and the privacy weights α of all
synthesizers, are available in Appendix B.

6 Concluding remarks

In this work, we propose a general formulation for model-based privacy protection restricted to a known
range of data values. This allows for the use of the risk-weighted pseudo-posterior mechanism along
with outside or public knowledge to provide more targeted and efficient formal privacy protection. Our

21



general approach is based on a decomposition of the individual likelihood contributions to risk and
results in two novel range-restricted standards: range-averaged and range-truncated. Each standard
utilizes information from a sensitive range of values in different ways. The range-averaged approach
leverages more information about the data distribution within the restricted range, resulting in signif-
icant improvements in both privacy and utility. The range-truncated approach is more conservative
and only conditions on information from the endpoints of the restricted range. This results in more
modest gains in privacy over the regular risk-weighted pseudo-posterior. However, both provide a
privacy amplification effect leading to stronger, more focused protection for values within the specified
range.

Our series of simulation studies in Section 4 demonstrate the privacy amplification effects of our
two new range-restricted standards. We also show the role that the length of the sensitive range (a, b)
plays in tuning the privacy budget and the utility preservation level. In Section 4.1, both sets of range-
restricted synthesizers produce a stronger and amplified privacy guarantee by utilizing information
about sensitive ranges possessed by data disseminators without a compromise of data utility. The
length of the sensitive range (a, b) plays an important role when it comes to tuning the amount of
amplification. Specifically, shortening the sensitive range enhances the privacy amplification effect and
improves utility. Section 4.2 demonstrates the flexibility of our new range-restricted standards through
the scaling of privacy weights αi’s, in order to achieve higher data utility for the same privacy budget.
This could be particularly appealing to data disseminators if they would like to utilize the sensitive
information they possess and have a particular targeted privacy budget in mind. The flexibility of
our new range-restricted standards to allow different sensitive ranges for different portions of the
confidential data is illustrated in Section 4.3. Specifically, data disseminators may choose a wider
sensitive range for large, outlying records, in order to provide higher privacy protection. Our range-
restricted standards can easily incorporate such choices into the synthesizer. The resulting synthetic
data would have a larger privacy budget and lower data utility due to reduced privacy amplification
through the use of a wider sensitive range. Our application to an accelerated life testing dataset in
Section 5 provides another illustration of the privacy and utility profiles of the two newly proposed
range-restricted standards.

We provide a further discussion on the seemingly counterintuitive results of the privacy-utility
tradeoff. A widely observed phenomenon in the privacy research literature, especially among additive
noise methods, is that a lower privacy budget means adding more noise and hence reducing data utility.
Hu et al. (2022) demonstrate that this is also true in model-based formal privacy. In our results, we
do not observe this privacy-utility tradeoff: Section 4.1 shows our range-restricted synthesizers can
achieve a lower privacy budget without compromising data utility; Section 4.2 shows we can achieve
higher data utility for the same privacy budget through scaling of privacy weights; Section 4.3 shows
that we can achieve a higher privacy budget and lower data utility by using a wider sensitive range for
large, outlying records. While this may seem counterintuitive, we highlight that privacy amplification
is the key concept in our new range-restricted standards. Data disseminators possess information about
sensitive ranges that they could use for their advantage when it comes to data dissemination. In our
range-restricted standards, we design synthesizers that condition on such ‘public’ information, and the
enhanced, stronger privacy guarantee (i.e., lower privacy budget) is achieved through the amplification
effect of conditioning on this information. Hence, it is possible to reduce privacy budget through the
amplification effect without reducing data utility.
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Mironov, I., Talwar, K. & Zhang, L. (2019), ‘Rényi differential privacy of the sampled gaussian mech-
anism’.

Montoya Perez, I., Movahedi, P., Nieminen, V., Airola, A. & Pahikkala, T. (2024), ‘Does differen-
tially private synthetic data lead to synthetic discoveries?’, Methods of Information in Medicine
63(01/02), 035–051.
URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/a-2385-1355

Pierquin, C., Bellet, A., Tommasi, M. & Boussard, M. (2024), Rényi pufferfish privacy: General
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van Erven, T. & Harremos, P. (2014), ‘Rényi divergence and kullback-leibler divergence’, IEEE Trans-
actions on Information Theory 60(7), 3797–3820.

Woo, M. J., Reiter, J. P., Oganian, A. & Karr, A. F. (2009), ‘Global measures of data utility for
microdata masked for disclosure limitation’, The Journal of Privacy and Confidentiality 1, 111–124.

23



A Additional utility results from Section 4.3

Figure 17: Violin plots of ECDF average record-level differences of synthetic data of Data, Unweighted,
(-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 1% of dis-
tribution receive wider sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4) , (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 5% of distribution
receive wider sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4), and (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 10% of distribution receive
wider sensitivity range of (0.2, 2.4), over 100 repeated samples.

Figure 18: Violin plots of means of synthetic data of Data, Unweighted, (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as
Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 1% of distribution receive wider sensitivity
range of (0.2, 2.4) , (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 5% of distribution receive wider sensitivity range
of (0.2, 2.4), and (0.4, 1.8) averaged with Top 10% of distribution receive wider sensitivity range of
(0.2, 2.4), over 100 repeated samples.
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B Additional plots from Section 5

Figure 19: Violin plots of sensitive range probabilities (i.e., λ) of (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as
Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2) averaged.

Figure 20: Violin plots of privacy weights of (-Inf, Inf) (i.e., no bounds as Weighted), (0.4, 1.8) averaged,
(0.4, 1.8) truncated, (0.6, 1.2) averaged, and (0.6, 1.2) truncated.
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